says that the early layer is discernable in "those units with independent attestation elsewhere" while the later layer is made up of "that which is unique to this collection." This layering seems to be based on the assumption that multiply-attested sayings across independent sources are earlier than singly-attested sayings. This assumption, of course, may be the case, but is not certain by any means. It can not be used, as Crossan has done, to successfully reconstruct the oldest layer of the text since it is quite probable that some of the singly-attested sayings are also early but just not preserved in other extant sources. I have to agree with Crossan's own con-fession that his stratification is "rather crude" and "underlines the need for a better one'!2? Clearly, in addition to being grounded in Kloppenborg's understanding of Q as an early "sapiential" sayings gospel,30 Arnal's work also assumes the position that the Gospel of Thomas is originally a sapiential gospel which has been gnosticized,31 a position first suggested by James Robinson and Helmut Koester in the 1960s.32 Thus, his understanding of the compositional history of Thomas is ultimately based on Robinson's suggestion that Q represented a genre of "sayings of the sages" which could be located at the beginning of a "trajectory" which developed in its treatment of the speaker of the sayings. The speaker, over time, became increasingly associated with the voice of Sophia herself, finally becoming identified with the voice of a gnostic revealer figure. Robinson believes that this trajectory 28 Amal, "Rhetoric of Marginality," 478-479. 29 Amal, "Rhetoric of Marginality," 492. 30 See especially now, J.S. Kloppenborg Verbin, Excavating Q. The History and Setting of the Sayings Gospel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000). In this book, he tries to address the problem that some scholars have identified with the separation of "sapiential" from "apocalyptic" in the works of Koester and others. Kloppenborg says that even though he has characterized the early Q as "sapiential" that neither Koester, nor Robinson, nor himself have ever depicted a formative stratum of Q "devoid of eschatological hopes" (p. 385 n. 45). The crucial question that still remains unresolved for me is this: does Kloppenborg understand the meaning of "eschatological" as some existential experience or as endof-the-world events? If he understands it in the former sense, then his use of "sapiential" is very much in line with Koester's depiction of a non-apocalyptic wisdom gospel and, in my opinion, the criticism that other scholars have lodged regarding this depiction would not necessarily be the "caricatures" which Kloppenborg says they are (p. 385-388). The criticism which scholars are lodging has to do with the nature of Jesus' message as first recorded by the earliest Christians-whether or not they depict him in the sayings gospels like Q and Thomas as teaching about some existential experience of God's Kingdom or the actual end of the world in mythological terms. We know that the early Christians believed very strongly in the end of the world. Did they originate this message when they interpreted Jesus to be the great Judge, the Son of Man, as Koester seems to be suggesting? Or did Jesus himself believe in the imminence of the end of the world and preach accordingly as Dunn seems to be suggesting? be "a direct continuation of the eschatological sayings of Jesus" in which "his message demands that the mysterious presence of the kingdom in his words be recognized."38 Koester seems here to be using the term "eschatological" in the Bultmannian existential sense so that it becomes juxtaposed with the word "apocalyptic." By "apocalyptic," he seems to be referring to traditional mythological thinking about the world actually coming to an end through a series of events initiated by God.
According to Koester, the oldest sayings gospels were therefore "wisdom gospels" which christologically identified Jesus with the "teacher" and "presence" of heavenly Wisdom whose words revealed some kind of existential eschatology, some decisive moment of encounter with the power of God's Kingdom. This christology was understood to be older than that of the Thomas was based in Jewish apocalyptic traditions. We can not assume that the Gospel of Thomas was originally or entirely a sapiential gospel. This also means that we can not assume that an early form of Q was sapiential because Thomas was sapiential.
Moreover, I think it is safe to say that, even f Q existed as a written document, because we are working with a minimal reconstruction, we can not really know much about Q's genre or content. Was it comparable to the genre and content of the Gospel of Thomas? Q certainly seems to have been more than a sayings gospel since, unlike Thomas, it does contain some substantial narrative material even in its minimal reconstruction. Did it lack a passion narrative or a traditional kerygma? Who knows. It is very possible that these were part of Q and that they were incorporated into either Matthew or Luke. So, although, at the moment, I think that Q and the two-source hypothesis is our best explanation for the literary history of the that this is not only more evidence for multi-sources, but is also evidence for multi-authors who layered the text with new source materials over a lengthy period of time. The notion of a single author must be suspended because it is too difficult to explain why a single author would choose to include in his composition conflicting sayings and doublets from his oral and written sources, without resorting to theories of schizophrenia or the like. Even the proposal that such conflicts were a deliberate hermeneutic seems to me to be problematic. Certainly the sayings of Thomas were meant to be interpreted by the reader, and this interpretation was believed to be somehow redemptive. But nothing in the text indicates that an author was deliberately setting up contrary ideas that were supposed to function tions from the disciples (6a/14a, 12, 18, 37, 51, 53, and 113) and material which has been added to a Logion in order to provide an interpretation of that saying (16c, 21c, 23b, 30a, 64b, 68b, 100c, ll b-c). b. Ideological Development When applying this principle to the Gospel of Thomas, sayings that show signs of secondary development in the interest of explaining or promoting a later ideology are removed from the kernel as well. So entire sayings which explicitly refer to later developments of christologies (L. 28, 30a, 37,  52, 59, 61b, 77a-b, 101) and soteriologies (L. 1, 4, 18, 19, 37, 70, 108,  11 lb) , more likely belong to later layers of the text than earlier. It is possible that an earlier version of a saying may have been original to the kernel gospel and that it was significantly modified at a later date (L. 30, 44, 60). In these cases, it should be recognized that an earlier version of these sayings probably belonged to the kernel gospel. Whenever possible, the reconstruction of the earlier version should be attempted.
Principle of Responsiveness
This priniciple is based, in large part, on the insights of Social-Scientific Criticism59 and Socio-rhetorical Criticism.60 As V. Robbins has emphasized, ideology "concerns people's relationship to other people. But, ideology does not just concern people; it concerns the discourse of people".61 Early Christian ideology is fundamentally dialectical in nature. This means that ideology is responsive to other ideological positions and to community crises: it can be the consequence of polemics, it can be the attempt to resolve cognitive dissonance, and it can be the result of crisis management. Therefore, it is most probable that new sayings did not dribble into the text, one here, one there. On the contrary, they entered the collection en masse at particular moments as answers to questions about ideology or responses to crises situations. 23b, 27a, 49, 64b, 75, 85, 101, 105, 106, 110, 114) probably entered the collection later once the community started to experience an influx of Gentiles who championed the value of self-control and heralded the need for the mind to rule over the passions of the body. Additionally, the Hermetic wisdom sayings (L. 3b, 7, 18b, 28, 29, 56, 60, 61b, 67, 69a, 70,   77, 80, 87, 111c, 112) 20  21a  21b,d  21c  21e  22  23a  23b  24a  24b  25  26  27  28   29  30  31  32  33a  33b  34  35  36  37  38a  38b  39  40  41 Of course, this understanding of the original community as a thoroughly apocalyptic community is quite the opposite of the accepted scholarly hypothesis that the Thomasine gospel and community was non-apocalyptic. We discover with the application of this new model that it is not until the later layers of Thomas that we find the non-apocalyptic (or better: "de-apocalypticizing") materials introduced into the kernel in order to reinterpret the strong eschatological hopes. As time progressed and the needs, theology and constituency of the group changed, the gospel had to be modifiednew sources were used to update the older gospel, new sayings entered the text and new interpretations were layered on the older gospel sayings. Some of the events or conditions that sparked the modification of the text can be seen in the sayings and their interpretations. It seems that this community questioned its connection with Jerusalem's authority early on but chose to maintain that connection at first (i.e., L. 12). As more and more Gentiles converted, however, interpretations shifted so that views on observation of Jewish laws shifted to a more accommodating position such as we also find in the Pauline churches (i.e., L. 6a/14a & c, 27, 53) . As the judgment and eschaton were delayed, the text reflects the theological repositioning of the group as they began to focus more and more on the mystical axis of apocalypticism rather than the eschatological (i.e., L. 3a,   18, 19, 37, 38b, 51, 59, 83, 84, 108, lllb, 113 According to my previous research on John and Thomas, I think that the form of Christianity that was developing in eastern Syria was particularly at odds with Johannine Christianity68 and there may have been a need at the end of the first century for them to legitimate the authority of their traditional hero, Judas Thomas (i.e., introductory clause and L. 67 There is an ancient tradition that Barnabas from the Jerusalem church was the first to missionize Alexandria (i.e., Horn. 1.8-11, 13-14). I think it quite likely that this particular tradition reflects the historical memory that the Jerusalem church had missionized Alexandria very early. 68 DeConick, Voices of the Mystics. 13). By the mid-second century, this gospel had come into more or less the form that we now have it and was taken to Alexandria and seems to have become part of the early Christian landscape there at this time. When the sayings that make up the original kernel gospel are compared to other ancient sources, a couple of fascinating connections emerge. First, when aligned with both Quispel's and Baarda's work on Tatian's Diatessaron, in every case that Tatian's version parallels Thomas' version, the saying is located in the kernel gospel rather than in any of the later layers with the exception of 113 (Quispel: 6, 8, 9, 16, 21, 25, 32, 33, 35, 36, 39, 40, 44,  45, 46, 47, 48, 55, 57, 63, 64, 66, 68, 74, 79, 86, 89, 90, 91, 94, 95, 96,  98, 100, 104, 109, 113; Baarda: 4, 8, 9, 10, 16, 20, 21, 26, 32, 33,34, 35 Only if we forget that our understanding of the "historical Jesus" is a product of our era. The Christians responsible for the Gospel of Thomas were a charismatic community, believing that Jesus, through his spirit, continued to communicate with its members. One must imagine that, for them, not only were all of the sayings in the original gospel sayings of the prophet himself, but every saying that was added to the gospel over the course of time as well. The "historical" Jesus for them was the "living" Jesus who was ever-present in their community. As he continued to guide them and teach them as their community grew and encountered problems and changing needs, they continued to update their gospel with new sayings which they believed were answers from Jesus himself.
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